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The chart above displays the return on investments for the City of St. Charles portfolio by fiscal year. The Current fiscal year return is computed from May 1 to
the current month end. We are comparing the City's return to the average return on the 6 month T-Bill for the same period of time. The City invests in some
longer term securities in order to maximize returns. Historically, the City has proven to prevail with this type of philosophy. During sharp rises in interest
rates, the City's portfolio may not seem to perform as well, but over time, when combined with the higher returns, the City still comes out ahead. This graph
does not include any pension funds.
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The chart above displays the City of St. Charles investment portfolio by type of investment. As shown the portfolio is distributed among
several investment types. US Treasuries include Treasury Bills, Treasury Notes, Zero Coupon Bonds and Treasury Bonds. The City invests
in US Agencies which are government agencies such as Federal Home Loan Bank and Farm Credit Bank. These yield a higher return than
treasuries and afford government protection. Money is invested in the Treasurer's Pool, IMET, Commercial Paper and Certificates of
Deposit. The City tries to maintain a diversified portfolio to maximize return yet, most importantly, to preserve principal. This chart is only
the City's main portfolio and bond investments. Revenue Bonds money markets are held by Amalgamated Bank in Chicago for investment
for that bond issue. This chart does not include pension funds.
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The chart above displays the aging of the City of St. Charles investment portfolio. A portion of the City's money is invested in U.S. Agencies, the Treasurer's
Pool, commercial paper, collateralized certificates of deposit, as well as IMET (the intergovernmental mutual fund). The City's portfolio is also inflated by bond
proceeds which must remain short term to cover construction payouts. The City does invest in some long term securities for capital gains purposes. However,
according to policy that amount does not exceed 9% of cost. Timing maturities is very important for the City. We need to allow for cash flow yet maximize
return by investing in longer maturities which typically earn a higher yield. Investment maturities are "laddered" as much as possible, to allow for any
unforeseen expenditure. The City does not invest funds for the police and fire pension funds, therefore they are not part of this chart.
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Ald. Bancroft agreed that it was brought forward twice before and at no point in time, other than 

the request, was it really ripe for discussion.  From his personal perspective, given where his 

position was, it’s mostly against the orchestration by the state to require a blanket recusal by a 

license holder.  To him that is problematic and it is related to the state requirement.  However, he 

noted Mr. Lencioni publicized the issue and he felt that most people in their ward who voted 

were aware of the issue.  He won without question.  Ald. Bancroft believed that would put Mr. 

Lencioni in a position to be seated at the beginning of May.  The issue as he understands it is he 

may get seated as alderman, but what could then happen is he could have his liquor license 

pulled away.  He personally would find it not just to have an issue that he has with the state 

result in someone getting a liquor license pulled.  He said they could have made it a recusal 

where if he had a competitive issue, he could recuse himself just like anyone in another industry 

who has had to recuse themselves.  Ald. Bancroft felt obligated to take this to the next level and 

suggested they have staff bring an ordinance to the next City Council meeting so a decision 

could be made.  He felt the people and Mr. Lencioni deserved to have a decision made on this 

and that discussion can easily happen next week.   

 

Chair Payleitner asked the Mayor for the correct procedure.   

 

Mayor Rogina felt time is of the essence in this case.  He said the city and the residents should 

have clarity prior to May 3, as to what this council is going to say with respect to Alderman-elect 

Lencioni’s authority to sit in one of the seats or not.  He said that based upon conversations he 

has had with legal counsel, it has been expressed very clearly that Mr. Lencioni has a right to the 

seat subject to the ordinance, which can remain in place as it is, or be changed by this body.  He 

felt that going to City Council next week with an ordinance prepared by city staff for very 

constructive and forthright debate is in order.   

 

Ald. Bessner said he was open to further discussion, but also wanted further clarity in regards to 

someone holding a liquor license and running for mayor.  He’d like clarity in regards to whether 

it can or can’t be done and why, and what happens, when it happens, in regards to the Liquor 

Commission.  

 

Ald. Gruber noted she had conversations with Mr. Lencioni to make sure if any residents within 

the ward had questions that she could provide clarification to them.  She said she was in favor of 

having a discussion and stated she would be interested in seeing if there were different 

classifications within the liquor license.  Chair Payleitner said they need to have expertise 

provided on the state statute because that is where the limitations are.   

 

Further discussion will take place at the next City Council meeting.  

 

8.  ADJOURNMENT - Ald. Lemke made a motion to adjourn at 8:05 p.m.  Seconded 

by Ald. Bessner.  Approved unanimously by voice vote.  Motion Carried. 
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